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REGIONAL PLANNING FOR KARRATHA AND BARROW ISLAND INDUSTRIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

Motion 
Resumed from 12 December on the following motion moved by Hon Robin Chapple - 

That the House notes the serious implications of the lack of coordinated regional planning covering the 
proposed industrial development in the regions of Karratha and Barrow Island; particularly the ad hoc 
manner in which the Government is attempting to allocate industry to various sites without providing 
strategic options for that industry and placing such industry against the wishes of the local and wider 
community. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [3.34 pm]:  I will continue briefly with my remarks on the 
Burrup component of this motion.  I will then move on to discuss the Barrow Island issues.  Finally, I will come 
back, hopefully within the time allotted to me today, to deal with the Maitland issues.   
Reflecting on the dismissive attitudes of successive State Governments, probably the biggest threat has been the 
consistent disregard for heritage - as I have pointed out previously - in every study that has been carried out on 
the Burrup.  Those studies have continually downplayed the significance of rock art, and in some cases have 
even failed to acknowledge that it existed.  In that context, it is interesting to note that during the past week in 
Madrid, the International Council on Monuments and Sites - the Conseil International des Monument et des Sites 
- has been discussing two significant issues in Australia.  One of those is the Burrup Peninsula.  ICOMOS is an 
advisory body to the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation, and at the moment I am 
waiting to find out what the recommendations to UNESCO will be as a result of the conference held in Madrid 
in the past week.  It is quite clear that ICOMOS took to that conference its concerns about two issues in 
Australia.  I understand that one was a heritage issue in Brisbane, and the other one was the Burrup Peninsula.  It 
will be interesting to see what comes out of that conference.   
However, I will leave the Burrup for the time being and, in the context of the motion with which we are dealing, 
move to Barrow Island.  It really comes down to the fact that Barrow Island is most probably Western 
Australia’s primary A-class reserve.  It already has industrial development on it in the form of 438, I think, jack 
pumps operated by Chevron.  Until recently, ChevronTexaco Corporation, which is involved in the Gorgon 
project, had been looking to go to one of three locations; that is, the Karratha area, the Onslow area or Barrow 
Island.  It is interesting to note that recently Chevron determined, after meeting with the Greens on a couple of 
occasions, that Barrow Island was the only option.  It is also interesting to note that the process Chevron is going 
through in the study on Barrow Island is not dissimilar to the various studies on the Burrup that have been 
carried out without Environmental Protection Authority approval.  The study is being conducted and coordinated 
through the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources.  I have already made representations to the EPA 
questioning the appropriateness of the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources to carry out such a 
survey.  It is interesting to note that in the document being presented to the public for comment, people are not 
able to address any other option.  Quite clearly, as I have indicated, prior to about six months ago, the company 
had three options.  There is no longer a social impact unit related to the EPA, or the Office of Major Projects for 
that matter, so that many of the issues about developing the Gorgon gas field on Barrow Island will not be 
addressed in any way, shape or form in relation to the community, extended jobs and engineering development 
within Western Australia or, for that matter, within the Karratha region.  

It was interesting to note that the draft sustainability strategy, which has just been released for public comment, 
recommends that social assessments be carried out by the Department for Planning and Infrastructure on all 
major projects.  Obviously, in this case that will not happen.  It would be a partial solution to at least make sure 
that the assessment is, to a degree, segregated from the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources and has 
a broader evaluation by the Environmental Protection Authority and/or a social impact unit.  It is also important 
for such a development to be audited by Treasury or at least the Auditor General, both of which are more likely 
to make a level-headed decision in relation to Barrow Island and the Gorgon development than the Department 
of Mineral and Petroleum Resources or, for that matter, the Office of Major Projects, which is taking on the role 
of government facilitator in this matter.  

It is interesting that pre-emptive approval of the Gorgon development on Barrow Island is being obtained.  In 
fact, the whole project has in-principle approval without the evaluation of any alternatives. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Have you been properly briefed on this matter? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Absolutely. 

Hon Ken Travers:  I do not think you have.  I will correct you - 
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  If the member wants to correct me in the debate he is welcome to. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I have met with the companies, Sasol Chevron Consulting Ltd and Gorgon Pty Ltd, on 
a number of occasions.  They have advised me clearly on what they believe is going on.   

The Greens (WA) and the conservation movement have expressed considerable disquiet over the process.  We 
are somewhat dismayed that the “Environmental, Social and Economic Review” presented the public with a fait 
accompli; namely, an onshore gas plant based within an A-class nature reserve, while the proponents indicate 
their wish to review these issues at a strategic level.  It is clear in their minds that the project economics have 
already trumpeted the social and environmental arguments against siting the plant on Barrow Island.  We are 
now left with the task of reviewing a document that essentially details a project, which is Barrow Island or 
nothing.  That hardly gives much room for strategic consideration, which is why we are now dealing with this 
motion. 

Barrow Island is one of the last remaining areas that shows what Australia was like prior to European invasion.  
By good luck and hard work the island has retained some exceptional natural heritage values despite many years 
of oil production.  It is not by accident that the island was made a nature reserve in the early years of the last 
century.  The fragility of the habitat has been largely preserved from feral predators and invasive weeds only by 
its isolation.  I have spent some time on Barrow Island with members of the Kings Park conservancy looking at 
an outbreak of buffel grass.  It was a very small outbreak but it has taken some four or five years to bring it under 
control.  The operation that has existed on the island has done a sterling job - 

Hon Peter Foss:  For which Harry Butler should be congratulated.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  It is interesting because Harry did some good early work but then things went a bit 
awry.  However, the Environmental Protection Authority provided help and good management strategies.  On 
one occasion two mice were seen leaving a barge and going onto the island.  Consequently, the whole area was 
completely fenced off, 10,80 chemical was used and all the native species were removed.  The operation did not 
continue until the two carcasses were found.  The company has done some amazing work.   

Hon Peter Foss:  It has also shot every cat that went over too.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  There are a few issues about that in the Kimberley.  Certainly, it has done a good job.   

To a degree the company has been lucky but the nature of its development has given it the opportunity to have 
specific control.  If Gorgon Pty Ltd moves to the island and, as an adjunct, Sasol Chevron also moves - the two 
are inextricably linked because Sasol Chevron will not develop anywhere other than where Gorgon develops and 
neither will any of the associated downstream industries - that will be the beginning of the industrialisation of 
Barrow Island.  I am greatly concerned about that because there is an ideal industrial estate on the mainland 
called Maitland, which is where most of the Burrup development should take place.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Most?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Obviously we will not be able to get Woodside to move.   

The Greens (WA) will not support any further expression of industry on Barrow Island and contend that no 
serious sustainable assessment has been carried out.  It is interesting that while we debate this issue at the same 
time we are dealing with a sustainability strategy that is supposed to have an overarching review of all such 
developments.  The “Environmental, Social and Economic Review” does not refer to any significant social 
impacts associated with the proposal as described, which is the employment of a large fly in, fly out work force.  
A truly strategic assessment that considered the mainland siting would allow the public to assess the pros and 
cons of having a fly in, fly out operation.   

Reference has already been made to the working-to-time report recently released by the Tasmanian Government, 
which outlines the social burden placed on families by the fly in, fly out arrangements and the 12-hour shifts.  I 
recommend that government members review that document in an attempt to understand some of the impacts on 
the social development of families, which have led to the break-up of Tasmanian families.  It was interesting that 
the report stated that the same problems were being experienced elsewhere in Australia, and specifically noted 
that Western Australia also had its fair share of problems in this regard.   

In fact, fly in, fly out operations can provide a net drain on resources in the regions necessitating the provision of 
health, security and transport infrastructure.  At the same time, they do not contribute to local government 
revenues or have any significant input into the local economy.  These concerns are well-documented, which 
gives cause to wonder why they have been omitted from the ESE review.  The Greens note that the proponent 
made mention of the importance of maximising the social benefits of the project while minimising the adverse 
impacts.  Given the project’s large percentage of foreign ownership and the potential to repatriate a large 
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percentage of the profits, the major social benefit would appear to reside in the project’s employment potential.  
It has not been made clear if there are any other benefits.  We contend that such capital investment projects are 
normally labour intensive only in the construction phase, after which employment levels are drastically scaled 
back and a small highly-skilled work force manages the ongoing demands of a largely automated plant.   

The Greens (WA) do not believe that the proponents in any way, shape or form have made a valid case that 
outweighs the adverse effects that are being felt by the community.  It is interesting to note that these projects are 
of importance but are in isolation of each other.  It is important that we have an integrated plan for the future 
strategic development of the region and the gas reserves there, whether those reserves are owned by Gorgon or 
Woodside.  It is totally inappropriate in the long term to determine where projects should go merely at the whim 
of a proponent or the Office of Major Projects. 

The concerns of the Greens (WA) about the Burrup have been well articulated in the past hour and 20 minutes of 
speaking.  It is our view that we must now consider other areas of development, such as Barrow Island.  My 
concern is that the proposed development is roughly 80 kilometres from the mainland and it would cost 
approximately $1 million per kilometre for an undersea pipeline.  Until the proponent is clearly able to lock in a 
guarantee that it would install a pipeline to the mainland, almost every subsidiary industry will not spend the 
extra $80 million to get the gas to shore and will continually seek government approval for adjunct development 
on Barrow Island.  None of those issues was discussed in any way in Gorgon’s proposal.  In that regard, as I said 
to my colleague Hon Ken Travers in front of me - if he likes to be called a colleague from time to time - I met 
with Sasol Chevron Consulting Ltd and although it said it has nothing to do with Chevron’s proposal for the 
Gorgon gas field, it would have no option but to go to Barrow Island if Gorgon goes ahead on Barrow.  It is 
interesting to note that Gorgon, in its discussions with us, said that one reason it needed to go to Barrow Island 
was the potential of the sequestration of CO2 from deep marine structures that exist slightly to the west towards 
Thevenard Island.  I asked Gorgon whether it had done an assessment on any other potential deep sea 
sequestrations - that is, basically the pumping of CO2 into rock formations that have the potential to displace the 
CO2 before it is emitted into the atmosphere - and it said that it had looked at only one area.  When I met with 
Sasol Chevron it indicated that although Gorgon might be talking about sequestration in this rock formation, it 
was, in fact, Sasol Chevron, not Gorgon, that would do the sequestration.  Sasol Chevron will take a lot of the 
surplus waste from the Gorgon system, refine it and conduct the actual sequestration.  I again asked Sasol 
Chevron whether it had conducted an investigation of the limestone systems that exist all along the Pilbara coast, 
but it said it had not.  As I said, we therefore seem to have a fait accompli in that a decision has been made to go 
down this track without any other options being considered.   

Hon Ken Travers:  From the Government’s point of view, that is not correct. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  It is saying that it has only one option.  It will not look at another option, but it will 
evaluate this option to see whether it is acceptable.  I cannot understand how the member can say that it is 
looking at other options when clearly its document indicates that it is not. 

Hon Ken Travers:  The company may not be, but the Government is. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I look forward to finding out how the Government will do that if Barrow Island is the 
only location that the company and the Office of Major Projects is assessing and to which the community has the 
ability to have input.  It seems that the Government’s will obviously is not being expressed in any way, shape or 
form in the documentation that is being produced in conjunction with the OMP and the proponents. 

Hon Ken Travers:  I assure you that as a result of the approach from the companies, a comprehensive evaluation 
process is under way.  In doing so, the Government has indicated that it is making no commitment to new 
development at Barrow Island but is keeping an open mind.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I congratulate the Government on that position. 

Hon Ken Travers:  To present the Government’s view as anything other than that is just wrong. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I hope that the Government can then go to the proponents and express the view that 
they should be seeking public comment on options other than Barrow Island. 

Hon Ken Travers:  What the companies do is their business.  I am telling you what the Government’s position 
will be. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  The whole thing is being facilitated by a government agency.  It is important that the 
government agency ensure that the public is totally aware that it is looking at options and not at Barrow Island or 
nothing.  
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Hon Ken Travers:  No.  That may be the result.  If the company is saying that it is Barrow Island or nothing, it 
may be nothing if Barrow Island is not approved.  However, that is not within the Government’s control.  If the 
development does not meet the standards on Barrow Island, it will not go ahead.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I look forward to the member’s detailed response.   

The overlying concern in that regard is how that region should be developed.  Our position has been clearly 
stated.  We support the proposals that are being outlined, because they are basically greenhouse friendly.  These 
projects have the ability to offset carbon production from much more old-fashioned fossil fuel development.   

I return to the Maitland industrial estate.  We have heard the statements from the minister that the Maitland 
estate will cost between $300 million and $400 million.  In that regard I turn to the evaluation report “Maitland 
Strategic Industrial Estate” by the former Department of Resources Development.  It clearly indicates that it will 
cost about $304 million.  However, we need to understand what that $304 million will be used for: a steel slab, 
hot briquetted iron wharf; steel slab, hot briquetted iron dolphins and walkways; one access corridor - that is, 
corridor route C; a Pilbara petrochemical project loading platform, refuge area and associated dolphins and 
walkways; a roadway trestle and a PPP trestle; a tank farm, stockyard and civil works; a causeway culvert; a 
causeway bridge; a low-level causeway; dredging to spoil for a deepwater harbour; and dredging for 
reclamation.  This 1994 document indicates that $304 million will be spent.  I assume that, with the increase in 
charges, the final cost will probably be around $400 million.   

I do not know whether many people are aware that the Shire of Roebourne recently prepared a report, a copy of 
which I will table if need be.  It was produced for the Shire of Roebourne and was presented to its council 
meeting on Monday night.  It contains costing and evaluation of Maitland as an industrial site.  The Roebourne 
Shire Council indicated that it wanted to develop Maitland for a number of reasons.  The report reads - 

This report is a literature survey and costing exercise which has utilized a wide range of previous 
reports commissioned primarily by DRD now Office of Major Projects (OMP) but also by other 
government authorities.  Its objectives are to:  

1. Develop a minimum cost/minimum impact layout for the MHIE. 

2. Provide an assessment of the suitability of the proposed MHIE for future 
development. 

3. Compare the suitability of the MHIE with the Burrup Industrial Estate. 

4. Determine the cost of minimal MHIE establishment. 

The assistance of the OMP in particular that of John Prior, is acknowledged.  Major studies referred 
herein are listed in Section 10. 

The document then referred to the Maitland development costs.  The historical perspective in the document 
identified that, out of many of the early studies of potential port sites - which included Depuch Island - Balla 
Balla - and many other island systems around that region - Dixon Island was considered the best site on which 
Woodside Energy Ltd should establish its operation.  In fact, that recommendation was not adopted and 
Woodside eventually established its operation on the Burrup, although Clough provided a dissenting report on it.  
In that regard the Maitland study, which was finalised in March 1999 by the Department of Resources 
Development, indicated that as a result of studies, this was the final costing but the previous document that 
referred to the establishment of the Maitland site, which I do not have with me, indicated that the Maitland site 
should be operational by 1996.  To continue - 

The Maitland development cost has been derived from the application of unit rates to quantities 
calculated for the minimal option described in Section 3 above.. 

That refers to the development of the Maitland industrial estate for the purposes of gas; not the $300 million to 
$400 million we were being quoted for the development of an iron ore facility.  To continue  - 

These unit rates are largely based on the work of the Multi-User Port Development Strategy (GHD 
1999), but also more recent considerations as noted below.  To obtain earthwork quantities of 
causeways, required island cut and dredging, the computer program 4D model was used. 

Digital terrain models of the north end of WII were available, and natural surface contours of the 
mainland portion of the estate have been determined in the past.  Ground and seabed levels in between 
were interpolated, with the aid of soundings taken from marine vessel traverse of the proposed service 
corridor alignment.  The proposed 20 m wide service corridor and 10 m wide wharf access causeway 
were used to determine cut quantities and the north end of WII contoured appropriately to source this 
volume.  Dredge spoil were assumed placed on WII to create more useable space.  
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The report summarises the rates used.  To mobilise and demobilise dredging, the cost is $1.5 million; dredge 
disposal, type 1 material to West Intercourse Island, $7 per cubic metre; dredge disposal of type 2 and type 3 
material to West Intercourse Island, $18 per cubic square metre.  It goes through a raft of costings for each 
element of the design.  It deals with roads, pipelines, wharf structures, earthworks and the like.  It then goes on to 
deal with the total amount of money required for each of the civil works cost estimates for Maitland; namely, 
dredging $14.9 million, berths $23.8 million, causeway $35 million, earthworks $4.5 million and access road 
$9.776 million.  That comes to $88.881 million.  Design documentation is a further $17 million, giving an 
overall total of $150 million.  We should consider also that we need to put in water pipelines, gas pipelines and 
scheme water.  It is noted also that the current natural gas pipeline passes through Maitland estate, as do the 
transmission lines.  That comes to a further $4.125 million.  At a rough estimate, that is $148 million or 
$149 million, as opposed to what we have been told by the Government.  The documentation that has been used 
as the basis for the statement that we cannot use Maitland because it will be more expensive than the Burrup is 
all the Government’s documentation.  The Government is committing $135 million and the federal Government 
is committing $85 million to Burrup.   

It is interesting that this document, which is now in the possession and ownership of the Shire of Roebourne, 
identifies clearly that Maitland is the best option.  The document identifies some of the benefits and negatives of 
the development of Maitland for the gas industry.  I will try to be as bipartisan as I can in addressing both the 
benefits and the negatives.  It states under the heading “Disadvantages of Maitland” -  

Maitland is relatively distant from its proposed Port, a central point on the estate being approximately 
16 km from the possible jetty location.  

Access to the proposed port will require construction of a 12 km causeway across coastal mudflats and 
shallow marine channels.  

That has been costed, so it is not out of the cost regime.  It continues -  

The Port requires construction of a jetty access bridge or causeway 1.5 km long across a shallow sub-
tidal platform until deep water is obtained. 

It is interesting that the deep water that is required for this proposal is available without dredging; and that is 
basically where the port structure will go.  It continues -  

The Port requires levelling of laydown area at the North end of West Intercourse Island.  

There are no direct services such as power or water currently available.  All infrastructure must be 
constructed.   

They have all been costed, but they are the disadvantages.   

The document states under the heading “Advantages of Maitland” -  

The estate is large and has virtually unlimited expansion capacity.   

The entire area is flat.   

The land does not contain rock and can be readily excavated.   

The area is not subject to cyclone storm surge. 

That is interesting, because that is exactly what Hearson Cove, the place where the current plant will be put, is 
subject to.  It continues -  

The Dampier to Perth Natural Gas Pipeline runs through the estate.   

High voltage power lines pass across the western boundary of the estate.   

The area can be properly planned with wide, straight service corridors. 

That is not available on the Burrup Peninsula.  It continues -  

The potential for symbiotic growth of industries is uninhibited because of the space available for a wide 
range of industrial types.   

Access to the Port can be obtained with a single straight conveyor or pipe run. 

That is unlike the many twists and turns that would be required with development on the Burrup.  It continues -  

Laydown space at the Port is unrestricted.   

Water depth at the Port is 8 m undredged and 11.8 m dredged. 

It is quite a bit less off the Burrup.  I will come to that in a minute.  It continues -  
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Major aboriginal site areas will be avoided by the proposed layout.   

Another interesting facet was raised.  There are concerns about wind-blown emissions passing over the 
community.  Under the heading “Human Health” on page 12, the report prepared for the Shire of Roebourne 
states -  

Considerable concern has been expressed by residents in Karratha and Dampier with regard to the effect 
of emissions from existing and proposed industry on their communities.  Less discussed, but also 
relevant, is the effect of explosion or terrorist attack on industrial facilities.   

The effects of emissions is broadly assessed in Table 4.2 following.  This table is based on the 
occurrence of certain wind directions, extracted from the DRD report completed by AGC-Woodward 
Clyde (1994).  To allow for the distance of the emissions, a simplistic inverse linear relationship is 
assumed.  Thus an Occurrence Magnitude Factor (or OMF) has been derived, which is equal to the 
wind percentage occurrence in a given direction, divided by the average distance from the emission 
source.  Further details are given in notes to the table.  

It is interesting to note some points on wind-blown emissions without going into great detail on the wind 
directions.  The magnitude of wind-blown emissions passing over Karratha from the Burrup Peninsula is 25 per 
cent, whereas from the Maitland estate it is zero.  The magnitude of wind-blown emissions passing over the 
Dampier area from the Burrup Peninsula is 16 per cent, and from the Maitland estate it is five per cent.  That 
clearly indicates that development on the Maitland estate would not have as great an impact on the communities 
of Karratha and Dampier as development on the Burrup.  It is interesting to note a point made at page 13 of the 
report that - 

It is clear that with regard to the effect of atmospheric emissions on local populations, placing industry 
on the MHIE is far superior than on the Burrup.  The effect of explosion or terrorist activity is similarly 
far superior, as Maitland is 25 km from Karratha and 20 km from Dampier, compared with the Burrup’s 
14 km and 8.5 km respectively.  (In fact, some industrial facilities on the Burrup are immediately 
adjacent the town of Dampier).   

I hope that, having provided the overall concerns about strategic development in the region, I have articulated 
one point; that is, the Greens support the development of industry in the region.  The second point is that we 
support the development of industry on the mainland in the region, which would create regional jobs and the 
potential for easy expansion of downstream processing by Gorgon Pty Ltd.  We hope that we have been able to 
articulate quite clearly that Maitland industrial estate is a preferred economic site because development will be 
much easier on that site than on the hard rock of the site on the Burrup.  We hope that we have been able to 
prove quite clearly that the development of the Maitland industrial estate is in the best interests of the health and 
welfare of the communities of Karratha and Dampier.  With that in mind, I thank the House for allowing me to 
make this initial presentation on this motion.  I seek leave to table the “Maitland Heavy Industrial Estate 
Assessment and Comparison with the Burrup Peninsula Industrial Estate”, which has been prepared for the Shire 
of Roebourne. 
Leave granted.  [See paper No 685.] 
HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [4.16 pm]:  It is not often that I side with the Greens (WA) 
members of the Council, but the fact that I do side with them on one or two points today proves that One Nation 
represents the whole population and not just a small interest group.   
Hon Ken Travers:  Because you have the support of the Greens? 
Hon Nick Griffiths:  I notice the honourable member’s tie. 
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  If the minister is to judge people by the standards of their ties, the member will be well 
to the fore. 
One Nation supports the development of the north west.  We certainly approve of value adding to resource 
developments.  Simply sending gas offshore or burning it in Perth is not using the gifts that have been 
generously bestowed on Western Australia.  Value adding is the only way forward.  Six proposals for developing 
north west natural gas were originally on the drawing board.  I believe that the worth of the projects totals some 
$6.1 billion.  I recently read with interest that some two weeks ago Cabinet approved the Dampier nitrogen 
project.  There is no doubt that these are massive developments, particularly for a State with fewer than 
two million people.  However because the State has a population of less than two million and a large land area, it 
does not mean that we must behave like cowboys when it comes to the allocation of land; in fact, we should be 
no less responsible than the Government of the Netherlands, for example.   
The Karratha-Burrup-Barrow Island area is truly endowed with riches.  Apart from its proximity to oil and gas 
deposits, it is home to priceless Aboriginal rock art and pristine beaches, which may be destroyed by these 
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proposed developments if they are all placed in one area.  An article in the Western Australian Business News of 
12 December states that each project, while not an environmental disaster in itself, will have a cumulative effect 
that could impact adversely on the Burrup. 
I believe that our State is entrusted to us for future generations.  If we behave in a cavalier fashion today, we can 
expect nothing less from our offspring.  My opposition to the positioning of these developments on the Burrup is 
on the record.  I believe that this Government and the one before it could have done a great deal more to plan a 
development in an area that would minimise the impact on the environment of these areas.  When this 
Government came to power, it stated that it would sort out the native title problems by consultation.  We have 
come to understand that to mean that the Government will talk merely to its own Aboriginal stooges and people 
who do not represent the area but who have come from areas not far away and who in return for hard cash will 
be only too happy to give up other people’s traditional rights. 

On the Burrup three groups are claiming native title - the Wong-Goo-Tt-Oo Group, the Yaburarra and 
Mardudhunera group and the Ngarluma and Yindjibarndi group.  This last group is the most influential and has 
ties to the former Premier, Peter Dowding.  This Government has repeatedly said that it has the Aboriginals’ 
agreement for development on the Burrup.  What it has is an agreement with the Ngarluma and Yindjibarndi 
group.  That group is arguably not traditional to that area.  That group comes from the area around the Chichester 
Range, and it also has important Labor Party connections.  I have spoken about this before, but I recently came 
across some new evidence that indicates that this Government is riding roughshod over the cultural sensitivities 
of the traditional people of these areas.  It has exhibited little understanding of Aboriginal law and custom, and 
that is not surprising - instead of getting advice from experts, it chooses to use Labor Party stalwarts. 

On 4 December this year the National Native Title Tribunal met on the Burrup to take evidence about the 
significance of the area concerning the development of the land.  Hon Chris Sumner, the presiding judge, was 
present.  The National Native Title Tribunal was represented by Carolyn Tan and Helen Lawrence as legal 
counsel and Nicholas Green as the archaeologist.  The State Government was represented by George Tannin, 
senior legal counsel, and Stephen Wright, junior counsel.  The Wong-Goo-Tt-Oo native title group was 
represented by Ian Viner, legal counsel, and Mr Rory O’Connor, anthropologist.  Mr Green took the group to an 
engraving site.  As they approached the site, Mr O’Connor, realising its significance, said that it was not 
acceptable for women to attend as it contained engravings that could be seen by men only.  However, the rest of 
the group ignored this caution and proceeded to the site.  When Tim Douglas, the senior Aboriginal elder, 
arrived, he erupted with anger because he found women looking at secret men’s business, and chaos ensued 
because tribal law had been violated.  Helen Lawrence berated Ian Viner, basically saying that the Wong-Goo-
Tt-Oo Group was playing tricks.  This action, on its own, is appalling coming from a representative of the 
National Native Title Tribunal.  This whole episode is a shameful carry-on.  It is obvious that the State 
Government employs advisers who know or care nothing about Aboriginal culture, law or practice.  Why would 
an archaeologist make such an error of judgment?  If one were to analyse Mr Green’s background, it may help to 
explain the situation, because Mr Green works for the Yamatji Land and Sea Council as well as the Pilbara 
Native Title Service.  He is acting for this group, which I have been told is set to make in excess of $3 million 
from this deal, so the stakes are pretty high - certainly high enough for a professional to push very hard for 
completion, regardless of whether the procedure is correct.  This Government has entered into an agreement with 
the Ngarluma and Yindjibarndi group that requires the group to sign away its native title rights to convert the 
area to freehold.  However, what is not widely known is that if the deal falls over, the group will receive a 
payment in the order of $3.4 million from our ever-generous taxpayers. 

However, to get back to Mr Green, he is known to have said that it is necessary to keep only one example of rock 
art on the Burrup.  This is an appalling statement and is like saying it is okay to destroy three out of every four 
pyramids.  It is also true that Kenny Jerrold, an elder from the Ngarluma and Yindjibarndi group - who has stated 
on several occasions that he is actually from the Millstream area - has admitted that the rock art around Whitnall 
East industrial estate is sacred and should not be destroyed, yet the Ngarluma and Yindjibarndi group would still 
be party to signing it away. 

I will return to the evidence being collected by Chris Sumner for the National Native Title Tribunal.  When Ian 
Viner cross-examined Nicholas Green, he asked about an affidavit in which Mr Green claimed that several of the 
rock engraving sites were of little significance.  However, under cross-examination, he admitted that he had not 
visited them all.  To make matters worse, it has come to my attention that in 1982 - 

Points of Order 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The member is referring to matters currently before the National Native Title Tribunal, 
and I would argue that that breaches the sub judice rules.  I have listened to the member for some considerable 
time, and I also raise the issue of relevance.  While I accept that some of the elements of the issues the member 
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has been raising are covered by the motion, he seems to be spending his whole time debating native title, not the 
regional planning of the industrial development of Karratha and Barrow Island.  

The PRESIDENT:  I will listen to what the member has to say.  It appeared to me that the argument was 
pertinent.  With respect to sub judice, I would be surprised if a speech here at this stage had an impact on 
something going on in the National Native Title Tribunal.  It would therefore not be sub judice.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  Further to the point, I draw to the attention of the House the fact that the National Native 
Title Tribunal is not a court.  That has been one of its problems, arising out of the fact that the Commonwealth 
can invest judicial power only in courts.  The tribunal itself is not a court; it is an administrative body, and no 
matter how much we reflect on it or interfere with it, I find it very difficult to believe that it could ever be subject 
to sub judice rules.  

The PRESIDENT:  Indeed; as I was saying, I did not believe that those rules had been impinged upon, because 
an effect would have to be established as well.  Therefore, I will listen carefully to the content, but it is certainly 
not sub judice.  

Debate Resumed 
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I emphasise these points because they are extremely relevant to the ongoing situation on 
the Burrup Peninsula.  Unless native title is successfully completed, there will be no harmonious progression 
with any industry.  I am extremely critical of the way in which the Government has handled this process, and the 
people handling the process.   

When Ian Viner cross-examined Nicholas Green, who has been appointed by this Government to represent it, he 
asked Mr Green about an affidavit in which he claimed that several of the rock art engraving sites were of little 
significance.  However, under cross-examination, Mr Green admitted that he had not visited them.  To make 
matters worse, it has come to my attention that he wrote a report in 1982 claiming that this same rock art, which 
he now says is worthless, had to be preserved.  He is definitely a man of contradiction.  When Chris Sumner 
called for public submissions, he received many from eminent archaeologists, including Sylvia Hallam, who set 
up the Centre for Archaeology at the University of Western Australia.  She, like others, stated very strongly that 
she believed these sites must be preserved.  Against this array of formidable archaeological talent, this 
Government selected Nicholas Green, who is not a doctor in his field, and who has made several contradictory 
statements about sites, some of which he has not even visited. 

This whole affair is rather grubby and shameful.  It has been badly handled.  The Government has tried to ride 
roughshod over the rights of the Aboriginal people and the Shire of Roebourne.  The Shire of Roebourne was 
consulted on only several of these issues and did not know until the twelfth hour that the Government intended to 
give away a large section of the Burrup to Aboriginal groups.  The Government has paid lip service to those 
community groups while it has tried to ride roughshod over their rights.  Given the range of opposition to these 
developments by the local community, one would have thought that the Government would take a longer, harder 
look at an easier route and perhaps fast-track the development of the Maitland estate.  If the Government had 
done that when it came to power, it would have expedited an agreement with the Wong-Goo-Tt-Oo native title 
group.  The Aboriginal groups, the local shire and the local community had no issue of contention with Maitland.  
Certainly they have not expressed that view to me.  Had that project gone ahead with the tenure of the land in 
place, development would have proceeded at a faster pace.  However, the developers will never attract the 
massive investment they require if there is a question over the tenure.  Without title, no bank will lend funding 
for development.   

Maitland is on pastoral ground and has no pristine beaches or Aboriginal artefacts.  It is not a significant area.  If 
it can house $6.1 billion worth of development, it will be one of the best examples of value adding ever 
undertaken in this State.  Why are we not taking something worthless and turning it into something valuable?  
All we need for those developments is a parking lot and an area of land close to the gas to house the 
infrastructure necessary for value adding.  The Government does not need to give these industries pristine land 
with priceless coastlines on which to build their developments.   

This Government and its predecessor have failed to plan and coordinate these developments.  The Government 
has taken the line of least resistance.  Certainly some people will have their pockets lined because of the process 
that has been undertaken.  Historically, the prospect of getting the six projects up and running is slim.  Since the 
1980s, nine projects have been proposed and only one - the Woodside project - has got off the ground.  Given 
that, I thought that a forward-looking Government would have developed an area in which there was no 
controversy and which involved jumping through fewer hoops.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Changing the rules after the developments have already started will not help in that process, 
Mr Fischer.  Is that what you want us to do?   
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Hon JOHN FISCHER:  No, I am talking about long-range planning, which is totally different from the process 
that this Government has entered into.   

It is not all sweetness and light in Karratha either.  Although the Woodside train 4 development worth 
$1.16 billion is very welcome, the Government has again showed a lack of foresight.  As with so much 
development in rural and regional Western Australia, there are simply not enough housing and light industrial 
sites available to house the workers on those projects and to sustain the businesses that service them.  Instead of 
planning ahead and making sure that sufficient releases are made available, this Government does it piecemeal; it 
is like pulling teeth.  The Government has not involved itself in the planning and has had no foresight.  If 
members opposite reject those comments, I refer them to their pre-election promises about how they would use 
consultation to deal with the native title process, which has gone backwards.   

I was told that residents of Karratha had to live in their cars because they could no longer afford to pay their rent.  
As the train 4 development proceeded, the rents skyrocketed.  Why must the boom-and-bust cycle continue all 
the time?  The developments in the Karratha-Burrup area have taken decades to plan, yet the planning process 
has been found wanting.  As Hon Robin Chapple mentioned earlier, the Shire of Roebourne has commissioned a 
report on the Maitland estate.  Austral Engineering has taken on the project.  There are certainly extreme land 
utilisation pressures on major service providers.  The Government should be prepared to contribute to major 
headworks in this area.  The report advises that approximately $130 million needs to be spent.  That would 
certainly be wiser expenditure than the overflow of money that is to be directed towards the southern rail circuit.  
At least the money would be put back into the engine room of the State rather than used to build something that 
will probably lose money.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


